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1. Introduction

1. Taking the tree seriously:
A phylogenetic / cladistic perspective
First reconstruct all intermediary nodes before proceeding to PIE

Problem: no general agreement about most intermediary nodes
higher than primary branches

Italo-Celtic? Balkan IE? Graeco-Aryan? Indo-Slavic?
More or less secure: Indo-Iranian, Balto-Slavic

= Reconstruct first Proto-Indo-Iranian (PlIr.), then proceed to PIE
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1. Introduction

2. Sievers’ Law (SL) based on Sievers (1878) ..., cf. Byrd 2010; 2015
“j>"i; "w > "u /XC._V after virtually heavy syllables (X = VR, V:)
syllable boundary morphologically conditioned, hence for suffix-initial *j/w

Not relevant for primarily syllabic "/, distinct from *j
= no converse of SL (as in Germanic)

E.g., “Locatival” Suffix *i-(j)o- (Mayrhofer 1986: 161, 165f.) or < *-iHo-
vs. simple *-jo- and *-j-o- (from i-stems)

Cf. "k"tur-ijo-, *diw-ijo-, * ph,tr-ijo- vs. *méd"-jo-, * néw-jo-, *sew-j6-, *h,snt-jo-
> Ved. turiya-, div,ya-, pitr,ya- vs. madhya-, navya-, savya-, satya-
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1.2 SL in Indo-Aryan (Early Vedic)

Y > i(y) <y, iy> w> u(w) <v, uvs
Ved. dev-,yas, pars v-a-, patn-ya, ar,y-a-, raj-,ya-; midh- vams-, das- vams-
Originally not after obstruent clusters (Schindler 1977)
cf. mats-ya-, -caks-ya, tuch-ya- (vak-sya-, yak-sva, yuk-sva, yuk-tva)
would this have included PIE *VHT (> later V:t)?

Extended to (some) -CY® morphs in Vedic (Byrd 2010):
-bhyas ~ -bh.yas, -dhvam ~ -dh vam, -tva- ~ -t va-
but always -sya-/-sya-, -tva
Lost by late RV due to general iy, uv>y, v/C_V (except C = TR)
(but maybe not in all dialects of A, cf. Pkt. sdria-, ariya- ~ sujja-, ajja-)
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2. Evidence for SL in lranian

Problem: Information about syllabicity obscured by

*

y, “w > OP <iy>, <uv>; Avestan (transmission) <ii>, <uu>

Syllable count in Avestan (Gathic) metrical texts

Early consonantal changes triggered by following *y/w:

* Common Iranian fricativization *“tC > 6C etc., cf. *satya- > *haOya-

* Dialectal Old Iranian *¢y > Sy > YAv. s, OP sy; cf. “¢cyawa- > sauua-/siyava-
YAv. *jy > *2y > 7> Z cf. *drujya- > druza-

* Old Persian *8y > sy, cf. "haBya- > hasiya-

[Not reliable: Av. post-fricative *w > f/b/p; “hy > Xii/fjh, "hw > x"/n"h]
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2.1 Evidence for SL in Avestan

Sievers (1878): Wrong examples = all with old *-i(j)V-
Schindler (1977: 58f.): 3 relics
* moandaidiiai Y 53.6 {manda-diyai}
* moarng’duiie Y 44.8 {marng-duwai}
* PN huuod.guua- 4x 3syll. {haugu.a-} < *hau=gw-a- from *hugu-
Beekes (1988: 99f.): “most suffixes have a fixed form”
frequent /-ia-/ might be /-i?a-/, hence only 2 examples:
/Haugua-/ < *hau-gv-a-
fem. vanhuiia- /vahv-ia-/ “must be due to” SL (but /bumya-/!):
no, rather /wahu-ya-/ (already Schmidt 1889: 213 n.; metrically supported)
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2.1 Evidence for SL in Avestan

1) mandaidiiai Y 44.8 = 4 syllables, {mandadiyai}? vv. Il. man°, *daid’

Hardly probable against marangaidiiai {marng-dyai} 46.11;
voizdiiai {waiz-dyai} 43.13; margzdiiai {marnz-dyai} 44.14;
bizdiiai {buz-dyai} 44.17; saidiiai {su-dyai} 44.2; 49.3; sazdiiai {saz-dyai} 30.2;
dazdiiai {daz-dyai} 44.1; azdiiai {az-dyai} 51.17

-a- not really secure, cf. manca daidiiai Y 31.5, daidiiai Y 51.20

Rather catalectic (or for *mana. ddidiiai, Werba 1986: 3357?)
2) marangaduiié 53.6 {marng-duwai}?

against 6far°zdiim {Owarz-dwam} etc.
Probably rather irregular meter (Y 53 generally less regular)
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2.1 Evidence for SL in Avestan

3) OAv. huuo.guua- (Y 46.16f.; 51.17f.) family name of frasaoéstra-, dsjamaspa-
trisyllabic < *hau=gu(w)a- vs. YAv. huuduua-, huuéuui- < *=yw-a-/i-
< *hau=gw-a- derived from hugu- (vgl. Ved. sugu-), cf. Vedic nava-gva- etc.

Unsure: rather *huwa=gw-a-? (cf. Nyberg 1938; Hoffmann 1974)
metrically (cf. Kiimmel 2018) u n better than — u at all four places

<huuo> unexpected from *hau=, cf. OAv. haozqg6fa-; YAv. habmananha-,
haésrauuah-, haosrauuanha-, haosiianha-

Only one dubious parallel: OAv. huué.yza6a- YH 38.3, if < *hau=gza6a-
but better < *hu=wagzaOa- (Narten 1986: 219ff.; Hintze 2007: 236f.)

‘uuo.C normally < **waC: draguuo.d® < *drugwad-, druud.gaéba < *druwa=g° ...
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2.1 Evidence for/against SL in Avestan

Comparatives

Weak evidence: <jii> (vs. 2), syllable count (?) in YAv.

YAv. aojiiehis Yt 13; nazdiié Yt 17.21; ranjiio Y 10.19; *drajiio P
but cf. also ydjiia- < *yujya-

Counterexamples stronger:

OAv. “ruud'diia {rwadyah} 34.6
na'diianham {nadyaham} 34,8
ra'niio.skar’’'tim {ranyaskartim} 44.6; 47.3; 50.2

YAv. tgsiia, tqsiiehi- ‘stronger’ < *tanc-yah- (cf. tancista-)
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2.1 Evidence against SL in Avestan

No disyllabic variants of endings *-bya, *-byah, *-dwai, *-dwam
OAv. always -biia, -biio, -dim = {-bya, -byah; -dwam}
OBar’zdum {Owarz-dwamy}; sazdam {saz-dwamy}; -uuoizdiim {waiz-dwam};
Orazdim {Oraz-dwam}; dazdiam {daz-dwam}
[Yav. -6fe, -6fom < *-dwai, *-dwam]
Gerundive only -8fa- < *-twa- (vs. Vedic -tva- ~ -t va-)
JjgOPa-, mqgbPa-, scgfPa-, vqbPa-/vqbPa-, dgstuua- {dans-twa-}
poi6fa-, voiBPfa-, staobPa-, xsnacbPfa-; yas®0fa-, vax’0Pa-
But -TY® not relevant for Byrd’s version of SL
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2.1 Evidence against SL in Avestan

Perfect participle only {~-wah-}:

OAv. ngsuud {nans-wah}; YAv. yoi6fah- < *yayt-wah-, -vadox*ah- < *“wawk-wah-
Possessive only {-want-}: disyllabic astuua(n)t- {astwa(n)t-}, afont- < *ap-want-
Feminine participle -gifiia- < *-an0-ya- ~ -aintiia- < *-ant-iya-

dauugqi6iia patqiOiia, bauugiBiiaica basiigiOiiaica, druugibiiat, rgxsiigiBiia

vs. vanaintiiasca, hunuuaintiia (cf. ‘aifiia- ~ ‘aitiia-)

Further cases with y

morgsiiat {marns-yat} Y 45.1 < *moarnc-ya-t

—_ o0 0 —_V —

patronymic *aujy-a-? (Kellens/Pirart)
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2.1 Evidence against SL in Avestan

Further cases with y

sar’diiaiid {sard-(i?)yayah} Y 33.9 ‘companions/rivals’ (?) < *sard-ya-
giBiia Yt 10.28 < *anfya- ‘doorpost’ < *ant-ya- (cf. Ved. ata-)

pascgifiia- ‘northern’ < *pas¢anfya- < *pasca=ant-ya- (?)

bamiida {bam-yah} Y 32.3

uzaibiioi {uz=ubyai} Y 46.5

afiia- ‘reach’ < *af-ya- = Khot. eh-, Oss. af-

*apaclya- > *apas(y)a- > YAv. apasa, Bactrian abas ‘back’, Sogd. pas ‘north’
*fracya- > *fras(y)a- > YAv. frasa ‘forth’, Sogd. fras ‘south’
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2.1 Evidence against SL in Avestan

Further cases with w

ar’zuua {arzwa} ‘rightness’ Y 33.1 < “arzw-a- < “arz-u-

PN banduua- {bandwa-} Y 49.1f.

roi6fa-/raébfa- ‘mix’ < *raibwa- < “rait-wa-

haozq0Pa- < “hau=zanBw-a- «— *hu=zan-tu-

vazduuar® {wazd-war} Y 31.21

yalp- ‘sorcerer’ < *ya-tw- ~ ya-tu-

[dahuua {da-hwa} Y 50.2; var’suua {war-swa} Y 53.3
kamnafsuua- {kamna=fswa} 46.2]
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2.1 Evidence against SL in Avestan

Disyllabic {i.V}, {u.V} always original
Suffix *-i.(j)o-: {wastr-i.a-, parw-i.a-, mart-i.a-, napt-i.a-, staum-i.a- ...}
cf. {zaw-i.a-, dwit-i.a- ...}
Laryngeal hiatus *i/uHV: {orz=jiH-ai, uz-HiHar-dyai, haxti-Hah;
ahu-Hah, hizuH-a, tanuH-ah}
cf. {friH-a-, tuH-am, baH-at, haH-ar, huH-anh, zuH-aya-, mru(H).-Hai}
Word boundary (="H?): {pari=(H)augza, pati=
wi=adarsam; hu=(H)apah-, hu=a0ra-}

Morphological boundary: {sru.-ai, a-sru.-atam}
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2.2 Further evidence against SL in Iranian

Later stages: no detectable relics of inherited forms with SL
Counterexamples showing non-application at Old Iranian stage
*daué-ya- ‘milk’ > MP dos-, Oss. D. doc-
*xrauc-ya- ‘cry, shout’ (YAv. xraosiia-) > “xrausya- = NP xuros-
*asmaka- — *ahmac-ya- > *ahmas(y)a- ‘our’ > Wanetsi mos
beside “ahmac-iya-ka-> *amajyaka- > Khot. majaa-
*snaf-ya- ‘bathe’ > Khot. ysdnah- (= Toch. sanapa-, Dragoni 2023)
?*tar-ya(ka)- > Av. tairiia- ‘curdled’, MP <tyl(k)> tir(ag) ‘c., solid; turbid; dark’
cf. Av. tairi-'curdled (cheese)’; Greek tirés
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2.2 Further evidence against SL in Iranian

Counterexamples showing non-application at Old Iranian stage
“tarx-w- (~ *tark-u-) ‘turning’ > Pashto trax ‘armpit’ (Kreidl 2025: 237ff.)
*parcu- — *parcw-a- ‘Persia, Persian’ > OP parsa-

*parcu- — *parcw-a- ‘side’ (= Ved. pars va-) > *parswa- > Oss. fars
*sraku-/" sraxw-a- — *sraxw-a- ‘side’ > Pashto rox

?*swa=taw-ya- ‘ruler, lord’ > *hwatawya- > Bactrian yoadno, MP x"aday
[*swai-Oya- ‘own’ > MP x"és, Oss. D. xec-

*swar-ti- ~ “swar-0y- ‘food’ > Oss. D. xwaelcae

*ga-Ow- (~ *ga-tu-) — OP gabu- “place; throne’, MP gah(ag)]
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2.3 A special case: *TRy

Sequence TRY synchronically impossible

PIE and PlIr. solution: *TRY

cf. Ved. pitrvya-, bhratrvya-, cakr-van, jaghan-van, jagam-yat

but *ry > riy in cakri-yas etc. (cf. mri-ya- = Av. miriia- < “mr-ya-)
Av. tdiriia-, bratruiia-/bratdiria-, atriia- < * (p)tarwya-, *bratorwya-, *atorya-
But *TRiy, *TRuw in some cases ~ "TR(i/u)-:

Av. jaymiigm, baPriign; OP caxriya ‘would have done’;
Av. jaynuuah-; gen. sg. barsnuuo < *barznuw-as
generally *-nuw-V ~ *-naw-, *-nu- (as in Vedic)

Analogical preservation of TR = only i(y), u(w) possible
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2.4 Conclusion: SL in Iranian and Indo-Iranian?

No reliable evidence for former existence of SL in lranian

(except analogical iy, uw after TR)
Fitting typological profile tolerating more complicated clusters, onsets and

codas in Iranian, less preference for “optimal” syllables
Cf. Av. initial /fst, fsr, fOr, str, xSw, db, tk, (p)t/

internal /fstr, r$tr/; final /x8, fS, xst, st, §t, rst, rt/

mostly inherited (hard to explain as innovations)

What to reconstruct for Proto-Indo-Iranian?

Pllr. otherwise typologically more similar to Iranian than to Sanskrit:

more clusters, no geminates
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3. Possible solutions

Solution 1: SL was not Pllr. and hence not PIE,
situation preserved in Iranian (and elsewhere?)

SL = Indo-Aryan innovation (parallel in Germanic)

Fits general IA tendency to optimize syllables incl. onsets
vs. different tendencies in much of Iranian (cf. Kimmel 2014)

Rules for CjV/CiV not very stable diachronically

Cf. Latin *CjV > CiV (> Romance *CjV): *medjos > me.di.us > "medje
Old Persian *CyV > CiyV (against MP)

Germanic *CijV > Gothic CjV, West Germanic *(C)CjV
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3. Possible solutions

Solution 2: SL was PIE and PlIr. (more restricted than in Indic/Germanic)

= Loss of variation in Iranian (and other branches)
but with preservation of original/primary *-i.V-, how?

a) Syncope in SL-based *-i(y)V vs. primary *-iXa-
would presuppose long preservation of *X = *H?

Or some equivalent distinction like *i.yVvs. *i.@V [i?V]?
b) Generalization of shorter variant in SL-cases

How could contrast of nominal *-ya- vs. *-iya- be preserved?
Functionally different enough? Some confusion expected

FRIEDRICH-SCHILLER- g,
UNIVERSITAT ) ’ ey
JENA M. J. Kimmel 2025 LR

21



4. Final conclusions and outlook

No evidence for Sievers’ Law in Iranian + preserved contrast *CyV: *CiyV
= Conflict with Indic

State at higher node = Proto-Indo-Iranian:

1) Either = Iranian, no SL
SL parallel innovation in Indic, Germanic, and ?

2) Or = Indic, loss of SL in Iranian
only possible if SL-triggered *i(y)V different from primary *i(X)V
then what was “X?

Only if 2, SL might be PIE (depending on the other nodes)
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sl —Yrrey

<’c’tyh> azadih < * azatiyabwam

Thank you for your attention!

Vielen Dank fiir lhre Aufmerksamkeit!
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